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THE PROGRAM AND FIRST PLATFORM OF SIX REALISTS 


HILOSOPHY is famous for its disagreements, which have con- 
tributed not a little towards bringing it into disrepute as be- 
ing unscientific, subjective, or temperamental. These disagreements 
are due in part, no doubt, to the subject-matter of philosophy, but 
chiefly to the lack of precision and uniformity in the use of words 
and to the lack of deliberate cooperation in research. In having these 
failings philosophy still differs widely from such sciences as physics 
and chemistry. They tend to make it seem mere opinion; for 
through the appearance of many figurative or loose expressions in 
the writings of isolated theorists, the impression is given that philo- 
sophical problems and their solutions are essentially personal. This 
impression is strengthened by the fact that philosophy concerns 
itself with emotions, temperaments, and taste. A conspicuous result 
of this lack of cooperation, common terminology, and a working 
agreement as to fundamental presuppositions is that genuine philo- 
sophical problems have been obscured, and real philosophical progress 
has been seriously hindered. 

It is therefore with the hope that by cooperation genuine prob- 
lems will be revealed, philosophical thought will be clarified, and a 
way opened for real progress, that the undersigned have come to- 
gether, deliberated, and endeavored to reach an agreement. Such 
cooperation has three fairly distinct, though not necessarily succes- 
sive stages: first, it seeks a statement of fundamental principles and 
doctrines; secondly, it aims at a program of constructive work fol- 
lowing a method founded on these principles and doctrines; finally, 
it endeavors to obtain a system of axioms, methods, hypotheses, and 
facts, which have been so arrived at and formulated that at least 
those investigators who have cooperated can accept them as a whole. 

After several conferences the undersigned have found that they 
hold certain doctrines in common. Some of these doctrines, which 
constitute a realistic platform, they herewith publish in the hope of 
carrying out further the program stated above. Each list has a dif- 
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ferent author, but has been discussed at length, revised, and agreed 
to by the other conferees. The six lists, therefore, though differently 
formulated, are held to represent the same doctrines. 

By conferring on other topics, by interchange of ideas, and by 
systematic criticism of one another’s phraseology, methods, and hy- 
potheses, we hope to develop a common technique, a common termin- 
ology, and so finally a common doctrine which will enjoy some meas- 
ure of that authority which the natural sciences possess. We shall 
have accomplished one of our purposes if our publications tempt 
other philosophers to form small cooperative groups with similar 
aims. 

Epwin B. Hout, Harvard University. 
Watter T. Marvin, Rutgers College. 

W. P. Montague, Columbia University. 
RatpH Barton Perry, Harvard University. 
Watter B. Pirxin, Columbia University. 

E. G. Spauupine, Princeton University. 


I 


1. The entities (objects, facts, et cet.) under study in logic, 
mathematics, and the physical sciences are not mental in any usual 
or proper meaning of the word ‘‘mental.’’ 

2. The being and nature of these entities are in no sense condi- 
tioned by their being known. 

3. The degree of unity, consistency, or connection subsisting 
among entities is a matter to be empirically ascertained. 

4. In the present stage of our knowledge there is a presumption 
in favor of pluralism. 

5. An entity subsisting in certain relations to other entities 
enters into new relations without necessarily negating or altering 
its already subsisting relations. 

6. No self-consistent or satisfactory logic (or system of logic) so 
far invented countenances the ‘‘organic’’ theory of knowledge or 
the ‘‘internal’’ view of relations. 

7. Those who assert this (anti-realistic) view, use in their ex- 
position a logic which is inconsistent with their doctrine. 

Epwin B. Hott. 


II 
1. Epistemology is not logically fundamental.* 


*Some of the principles of logic are logically prior to any proposition that 
is deduced from other propositions. The theories of the nature of knowledge 
and of the relation of knowledge to its object are for this reason logically sub- 
sequent to the principles of logic. In short, logic is logically prior to any 
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2. There are many existential, as well as non-existential, propo- 
sitions which are logically prior to epistemology.’ 

3. There are certain principles of logic which are logically prior 
to all scientific and metaphysical systems. 

One of these is that which is usually called the external view of 
relations. 

4. This view may be stated thus: In the proposition, ‘‘the term a 
is in the relation RF to the term b,’’ aR in no degree constitutes b, nor 
does Rb constitute a, nor does R constitute either a or b. 

5. It is possible to add new propositions to some bodies of infor- 
mation without thereby requiring any modification of those bodies 
of information. 

6. There are no propositions which are (accurately speaking) 
partly true and partly false, for all such instances can be logically 
analyzed into at least two propositions one of which is true and the 
other false. Thus as knowledge advances only two modifications of 
any proposition of the older knowledge are logically possible; it can 
be rejected as false or it can be analyzed into at least two proposi- 
tions one of which is rejected. 

As corollaries of the foregoing: 

7. The nature of reality can not be inferred merely from the na- 
ture of knowledge. 

8. The entities under study in logic, mathematics, physics, and 
many other sciences are not mental in any proper or usual meaning 
of the word mental. 

9. The proposition, ‘‘This or that object is known,’’ does not im- 


epistemological theory. Again, as theories of reality are deduced and are 
made to conform to the laws of logic they too are logically subsequent to logic; 
and in so far as logic is logically present in them it is itself a theory or part 
of a theory of reality. 

* The terms knowledge, consciousness, and experience found in common sense 
and in psychology are not logically fundamental, but are logically subsequent to 
parts at least of a theory of reality that asserts the existence of terms and 
relations which are not consciousness or experience. ZH. g., the psychical is 
distinguished from the physical and the physiological. 

Now idealism has not shown that the terms knowledge, consciousness, and 
experience of its epistemology or of its theory of reality are logically funda- 
mental or indefinable, nor has it succeeded in defining them without logically 
prior terms that are elsewhere explicitly excluded from its theory of reality. 
In short, idealistic epistemologists have borrowed the terms knowledge, con- 
sciousness, and experience from psychology, but have ignored or denied the propo- 
sitions in psychology that are logically prior. In other words, epistemology has 
not thus far made itself logically independent of psychology nor has it freed 
itself logically from the common-sense dualism of psychology. On the contrary, 
epistemology from Locke until to-day has been and has remained, in part at 
least, a branch of psychology. 
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ply that such object is conditioned by the knowing. In other words, 
it does not force us to infer that such object is spiritual, that it exists 
only as the experiential content of some mind, or that it may not be 
ultimately real just as known. 

Water T, Marvin. 


III 

I. The Meaning of Realism. 

1. Realism holds that things known may continue to exist unal- 
tered when they are not known, or that things may pass in and out 
of the cognitive relation without prejudice to their reality, or that 
the existence of a thing is not correlated with or dependent upon the 
fact that anybody experiences it, perceives it, conceives it, or is in 
any way aware of it. 

2. Realism is opposed to subjectivism or epistemological idealism 
which denies that things can exist apart from an experience of them, 
or independently of the cognitive relation. 

3. The point at issue between realism and idealism should not be 
confused with the points at issue between materialism and spiritual- 
ism, automatism and interactionism, empiricism and rationalism, or 
pluralism and absolutism. 

II. The Opposition to Realism. Among the various classic refu- 
tations of realism the following fallacious assumptions and inferences 
are prominent. 

1. The Physiological Argument: The mind can have for its direct 
object only its own ideas or states, and external objects, if they exist 
at all, can only be known indirectly by a process of inference, of ques- 
tionable validity and doubtful utility. This principle is fallacious 
because a knowing process is never its own object, but is rather the 
means by which some other object is known. The object thus known 
or referred to may be another mental state, a physical thing, or a 
merely logical entity. 

2. The Intuitional Argument: This argument stands out most 
prominently in the philosophy of Berkeley. It has two forms. The 
first consists of a confused identification of a truism and an absurd- 
ity. The truism: We can only know that objects exist, when they 
are known. The absurdity: We know that objects can only exist 
when they are known. The second form of the arguments derives its 
force from a play upon the word idea, as follows: Every ‘‘idea’’ 
(meaning a mental process or state) is incapable of existing apart 
from a mind; every known entity is an ‘‘idea’’ (meaning an object 
of thought) ; therefore, every known entity 1s incapable of existing 
apart from a mind. It is to the failure to perceive these fallacies 
that idealism owes its supposedly axiomatic character. 
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3. The Physiological Argument: Because the sensations we re- 
ceive determine what objects we shall know, therefore the objects 
known are constructs or products of our perceptual experience. 
The fallacy here consists in arguing from the true premise that sen- 
sations are the ratio cognoscendi of the external world, to the false 
conclusion that they are therefore its ratio fiendi or essendi. 

III. The Implications of Realism: 

1. Cognition is a peculiar type of relation which may subsist 
between a living being and any entity. 

2. Cognition belongs to the same world as that of its objects. It 
has its place in the order of nature. There is nothing transcendental 
or supernatural about it. 

3. The extent to which consciousness pervades nature, and the 
conditions under which it may arise and persist, are questions which 
can be solved, if at all, only by the methods of empiricism and nat- 
uralism. 

W. P. Monraaue. 


IV 


1. The object or content of consciousness is any entity in so far 

as it is responded to by another entity in a specific manner exhibited 

by the reflex nervous system. Thus physical nature, for example, is, 
under certain circumstances, directly present in consciousness. 

In its historical application, this means that Cartesian dualism 
and the representative theory are false; and that attempts to over- 
come these by reducing mind and nature to one another or to some 
third substance, are gratuitous. 

2. The specific response which determines an entity to be content 
of consciousness, does not directly modify such entities otherwise 
than to endow them with this content status. In other words, con- 
sciousness selects from a field of entities which it does not create. 

In its historical application, this implies the falsity of Berkeleyan 
and post-Berkeleyan idealism in so far as this asserts that conscious- 
ness is a general ratio essendi. 

3. The response which determines an entity to be content, may 
itself be responded to and made content in like manner. In other 
words, the difference between subject and object of consciousness is 
not a difference of quality or substance, but a difference of office or 
place in a configuration. 

In its historical application, this implies the falsity not only of 
the Cartesian dualism, but of all idealistic dualisms that, because 
they regard subject and object as non-interchangeable, conclude that 
the subject is either unknowable, or knowable only in some unique 
way such as intuitively or reflexively. 








398 THE JOURNAL OF PHILOSOPHY 


4, The same entity possesses both immanence, by virtue of its 
membership in one class, and also transcendence, by virtue of the 
fact that it may belong also to indefinitely many other classes. In 
other words, immanence and transcendence are compatible and not 
contradictory predicates. 

In its historical application, this implies the falsity of the sub- 
jectivistic argument from the ego-centric predicament, 7. e., the argu- 
ment that because entities are content of consciousness they can not 
also transcend consciousness; it also implies that, so far as based on 
such subjectivistic premises, the idealistic theory of a transcendent 
subjectivity is gratuitous. 

5. An entity possesses some relations independently of one 
another; and the ignorance or discovery of further relations does not 
invalidate a limited knowledge of relations. 

In its historical applications, this implies the falsity of the con- 
tention of absolute idealism that it is necessary to know all of an 
entity’s relations in order to know any of its relations, or that only 
the whole truth is wholly true. 

6. The logical categories of unity, such as homogeneity, consist- 
ency, coherence, interrelation, ete., do not in any case imply a de- 
terminate degree of unity. Hence the degree of unity which the 
world possesses can not be determined logically, but only by assem- 
bling the results of the special branches of knowledge. On the basis 
of such evidence, there is a present presumption in favor of the 
hypothesis that the world as a whole is less unified than are certain 
of its parts. 

In its historical application, this implies that the great specula- 
tive monisms, such as those of Plato, Spinoza, and certain modern 
idealists, are both dogmatic and contrary to the evidence. 

RALPH Barton Perry. 


Vv 


The realist holds that things known are not products of the 
knowing relation nor essentially dependent for their existence or be- 
havior upon that relation. This doctrine has three claims upon 
your acceptance: first, it is the natural, instinctive belief of all men, 
and for this, if for no other reason, puts the burden of proof upon 
those who would discredit it; secondly, all refutations of it known to 
the present writer presuppose or even actually employ some of its 
exclusive implications; and, thirdly, it is logically demanded by all 
the observations and hypotheses of the natural sciences, including 
psychology. 

Involved more or less intimately in a realistic view are the fol- 
lowing : 
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1. One identical term may stand in many relations. 

2. A term may change some of its relations to some other terms 
without thereby changing all its other relations to those same or to 
other terms. 

3. What relations are changed by a given change of relation can 
not always be deduced merely from the nature of either the terms 
involved or their relation. 

4. The hypothesis that ‘‘there can be no object without a sub- 
ject’’ is pure tautology. It is confessedly a description of the cog- 
nitive situation only; and it says, in effect, that everything experi- 
enced is experienced. It becomes significant only by virtue of the 
wholly unwarranted assumption that doctrines 1, 2, and 3, above 
given, are false. This assumption, however, is fatal to the idealist’s 
supposed discovery, inasmuch as it means that there can be no true 
propositions. In conceding this, the idealist refutes himself. 

5. In no body of knowledge, not even in evidences about the na- 
ture of the knowledge relation, can we discover that possible knowl- 
edge is limited or what its limits may be. 

6. Entities are transcendent to the so-called ‘‘knowing mind’”’ 
or ‘‘consciousness’’ only as a term is to the relations in which it may 
stand, viz., in two radically different manners: first, as the term is 
not identical with a particular relation in which it stands, so too a 
thing in the knowledge relation is not the relation itself; secondly, 
as the term may enter into or go out of a particular relation, with- 
out thereby being changed essentially or destroyed, so too can an 
object of knowledge exist prior to and after its entrance into or 
removed from the knowledge relation. Transcendence thus means, 
in the first place, distinctness and, in the second place, functional 
independence. 

7. There may be axiomatic truths or intuitive truths. But the 
fact that a truth belongs to either of these classes does not make it 
fundamental or important for a theory of knowledge, much less for 
a theory of reality. Like all other truths, it too must be interpreted 
in the light of other relevant truths. 

8. Though terms are not modified by being brought into new 
contexts, this does not imply that an existent can not be changed by 
another existent. 

Water B. PITKIN. 


VI 


1. Realism, while admitting the tautology that every entity which 
is known is in relation to knowing or experience or consciousness, 
holds that this knowing, etc., is eliminable, so that the entity is known 
as it would be if the knowing were not taking place. Briefly, the 
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entity is, in its being, behavior, and character, independent of the 
knowing. This position agrees with common sense and with science 
in holding (1) that not all entities are mental, conscious, or spiritual, 
and (2) that entities are knowable without being known. 

2. The fact that terms are in the cognitive relation does not 
imply that the terms are mutually dependent on, or capable of 
modifying, either each other or the relation, any more than this de- 
pendence, ete., is implied for any two terms in any other relation. 
The proposition that there is this dependence, etc., constitutes the 
‘‘internal view’’ of relations.1 Most of those systems which are op- 
posed to realism can be shown to presuppose this ‘‘internal view,’’ 
but this view can be shown to be self-contradictory and to presup- 
pose the ‘‘external view.’’ 

3. That position which is based in part on the acceptance and 
the consistent use and development of the implications of those log- 
ical doctrines which are presupposed as a condition for any position 
being stated, argued, and held to be true has, thereby, a strong pre- 
sumption created in favor of its truth.” 

4. There is at least one logical doctrine and one principle which 
are ultimately presupposed by any system which is held to be true. 
That doctrine is the ‘‘external view’’ of relations, and the principle 
is that truth is independent of proof, although proof is not inde- 
pendent of truth. The first of these means, briefly : 

5. (1) That both a term and a relation are (unchangeable) ele- 
ments or entities; (2) that a term may stand in one or in many re- 
lations to one or many other terms; and (3) that any of these terms 
and that some of these relations could be absent or that other terms 
and relations could be present without there being any resulting 
modification, ete., of the remaining or already present terms or re- 
lations. 

6. By this ‘‘external view’’ it is made logically possible that the 


knowing process and its object should be qualitatively dissimilar. 
(Cf. 1.) 


*To hold the “ internal view ” means, in my opinion, to hold that, in order 
that a relation may relate, the relation must either (1) penetrate its terms, or 
(2) be mediated by an underlying (transcendent) reality. From the penetra- 
tion there is deduced (@) modification, or (6) similarity, or (c) the generation 
of a contradiction. Cf. my paper, “The Logical Structure of Self-refuting Sys- 
tems,” Phil. Review, XIX., 3, pp. 277-282. 

*Such a system I hold to be realism, its chief feature being the interpreta- 
tion of the cognitive relation in accordance with the “ external view.” This 
“external view” can be held to be true quite consistently with itself, and is in 
this sense, I hold, self-consistent, as is also, in my opinion, realism. Accord- 
ingly I hold further that realism is not a merely dogmatic system, and that, as 
self-consistent, it refutes and does not merely contradict certain opposed systems 
which, as based on the “ internal view,” are self-refuting. 
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7. The principle (see 4) means, that, while on the one hand no 
proposition is so certain that it can be regarded as exempt from ex- 
amination, criticism, and the demand for proof, on the other hand, 
any proposition, if free from self-contradiction, may be true (in 
some system). In this sense every proposition is tentative, even 
those of this platform. 

Corollary.—It is impossible to get a criterion, definition, theory, 
or content for the concept ‘‘absolute’’ by which it can be absolutely 
known or proved that any criterion, definition, theory, or content is 
absolutely true, 7. ¢., is more than tentative. The most that can be 
claimed for such a criterion, etc., is that it may be absolutely true, 
although not proved to be. 

8. Any entity may be known as it really is in some respects with- 
out its being known in all respects and without the other entities to 
which it is related being known, so that knowledge can increase by 
accretion. 

9. Knowing, consciousness, ete., are facts to be investigated only 


‘ in the same way as are other facts, and are not necessarily more im- 


portant than are other facts. 

10. The position stated in this platform, which is a position con- 
cerning knowing as well as other things, can apply to itself, as a 
special instance of knowledge, all its own propositions about knowl- 
edge.® 

EDWARD GLEASON SPAULDING. 





THE CONCEPTION OF PHILOSOPHY IN RECENT 
DISCUSSION? 


NE might roughly divide the history of modern American phi- 
losophy into three periods, the theologic, the metaphysical, and 

the scientific. The first of these periods might be dated from the 
beginning of the Journal of Speculative Philosophy, the second from 
the beginning of the Philosophical Review, and the third from the 
JOURNAL OF PHILOSOPHY, PsycHOLOGY, AND SCIENTIFIC METHODS. 
This division into periods probably does as much violence to the facts 
of the case as any other, but it has the merit of calling attention to a 
certain shifting of the center of gravity of philosophic discussion. 
During the dominance of the St. Louis School, the motive of phi- 
losophy was well reflected in the motto of the old Journal of Specu- 


®I hold that for this reason the position here stated is self-critical, and 
that it is this which distinguishes it from a large class of historical systems, 
notably phenomenalism, subjective and objective idealism, and absolutism. 

* Read at the New Haven meeting of the American Philosophical Association. 
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lative Philosophy: ‘‘Philosophy can bake no bread, but she can 
procure for us God, freedom, and immortality.’’ The leaders of this 
movement were not academic or professional teachers of philosophy, 
but rather, like Brockmeyer and Dr. Harris, practical men who 
believed they had found their superior point of view, fruitful insight 
into the fields of religion, art, history, education, and even practical 
politics. With the founding of the Philosophical Review, the con- 
trol of philosophy passed into the hands of a number of college pro- 
fessors, most of whom had been taught in Germany. This tended 
to make philosophy more secular, and the dominant conception of 
philosophy was the one which associated it most intimately with 
science. Philosophy was thus conceived as an architectonic science, 
criticizing the assumptions of the special sciences, and supplementing 
the latter by building up their results into a complete Weltanschau- 
ung. This view was held by most of the pupils of Wundt, and, in 
this country, perhaps most characteristically carried out by Professor 
Ladd. At any rate for our purpose, this second period may be said 
to have ended with the publication of Royce’s ‘‘The World and the 
Individual’’ and Ward’s ‘‘Naturalism and Agnosticism.’’ 

Since the publication of Dewey’s ‘‘Studies in Logical Theory,”’ 
philosophy seems to have entered on a new career, the distinctive 
aims of which are, on one hand, to give up the old idea of philosophy 
as a critique of the special sciences, and, on the other hand, to make 
philosophic discussion itself scientific, 7. e., to narrow it down to 
certain definite and decidable issues. Professor Woodbridge put the 
first of these aims to the foreground in his presidential address be- 
fore the Western Philosophical Association in 1903 thus: ‘‘I mod- 
estly shrink from a calling that imposes upon me the necessity of 
completing the fragmentary work of the physicist, the chemist, and 
the biologist, or of instructing these men in the basal principles of 
their respective sciences. My work lies in a totally different sphere, 
deals with totally different problems, and can be pursued in inde- 
pendence of them as much as they pursue their work in independence 
of me.’”? 

Professor Dewey emphasizes the second of the above-mentioned 
aims. He expressly breaks with the tradition that philosophy has to 
do with a certain mode of life or with such concepts as God, free- 
dom, and immortality. In an article on the ‘‘Postulates of Immedi- 
ate Empiricism,’’® he tells us bluntly that philosophic conceptions 
have outlived their usefulness considered as a species of sanctions, 
and that the only road open is that of immediate empiricism, which 
we are assured is identical with that of science. 


* Phil. Review, Vol. 12, pp. 370 f. 
*This JouRNAL, Vol. II., p. 399. 
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It is thus seen that while the movement under consideration 
tends to dissociate philosophy not only from ethics and theology, but 
also from the content of the special sciences, it really aims to erect 
philosophy into a modest special science, dealing with definite prob- 
lems and giving definite answers, so that he who runs in this busy 
land may read the authoritative answer. 

In spite of all appearances to the contrary, Professor James’s 
recent books are no exception to this general tendency. With all 
his intensely human sympathies, his conception of philosophy is 
really of this last type. To students of philosophy his volume on 
‘‘Pragmatism’’ simply raised a highly technical issue: How is truth 
to be defined? Nor does the volume on a ‘‘Pluralistic Universe’’ 
center its attention on a genuinely new view of the universe. Ac- 
cepting the current vague theism, Professor James devotes his 
energies to disproving one of the ways in which this theism is some- 
times established, viz., the Royce-Bradleyan arguments for the ab- 
solute. To those who come to philosophy for the relief of a certain 
cosmic anguish, who are troubled by old-fashioned doubts about the 
meaning of life and destiny, who can not see whether there is or is 
not a divine government of the world in which we find ourselves, 
Professor James does not seem to offer any new or direct answer. 

If any one is inclined to minimize the extent to which the his- 
torical and wider conception of philosophy has been superseded by 
this narrower conception, let him reflect on the fate of Professor 
Ormond’s recent volume, the ‘‘Concepts of Philosophy.’’ This im- 
portant book, the result of a whole lifetime of reflection covering 
the whole field of philosophy, has scarcely caused a ripple on the 
philosophic waters, and to many of our younger philosophers it ap- 
peared simply as a survival from a past which philosophy has rightly 
outlived. 

Now the effect of our current reduction of philosophy to a purely 
formal discipline, viz., epistemology, can not be said to have as yet 
increased vital interest in philosophy. Pragmatism, it is true, has 
made a great stir in our popular magazines, but is it really the 
pragmatic theory, rather than Professor James’s striking style? As 
for his younger apostles, many of us, I dare say, have found them 
more brilliant than illuminating. Certainly flashes of genius can 
not permanently take the place of the steady light of reason. In 
spite of the fact that pragmatism has now been before the public for 
over ten years, its adherents show no tendency to apply it in any 
fruitful way to the problems of ethics, theology, or esthetics,—not to 
mention other practical sciences. Professors Dewey and Tuft’s 
superb text-book on ‘‘Ethics’’ is simply a continuation of the 
anthropologic method so clearly applied in this field by Wundt and 
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Hoffding. In theology the anti-historical bias of pragmatists gen- 
erally prevents them from joining forces with the only group of 
genuine pragmatic theologians, the Ritschlian—for the latter trace 
their descent from Kant, and this is anathema to the ordinary prag- 
matist. 

Nor has the new realism been any more fruitful. It is only a 
confirmed idealist like Royce or Miinsterberg that can still find his 
philosophy in such intimate contact with the content of life that he 
has to overstep the bounds of his particular academic function. 

It may be noted in passing that while philosophers have thus been 
withdrawing from contact with science, scientists have not been 
afraid to lay their secular hands on the sacred ark of metaphysics— 
witness Russell among mathematicians, Ostwald among chemists, 
Driesch and his disciples among biologists. The significance of this 
latter movement for philosophy is a very important question which 
the limits of this paper prevent us from considering now—we only 
need to notice here the irrepressible nature of metaphysics. No 
sooner is it suppressed in one place than it suddenly springs up in 
most unexpected quarters. 

It is also worthy of note that in spite of Professor Dewey’s yield- 
ing of what he considers the debatable fields of philosophy, and his 
concentration on those problems which alone admit of a scientific 
solution, the result of his work has not certainly so far reduced the 
irreconcilable differences between philosophers, nor does it even seem 
to tend in that direction. 

I shall attempt to question later whether this excessive modesty 
on the part of recent philosophy is a genuine virtue. So far I 
have only attempted to show that if a virtue at all, it has not been 
a very profitable one. 

The cause of this last change in the conception of philosophy is 
to be sought in the conditions of university teaching, for nearly all 
of our philosophers are now professional teachers. The period be- 
tween 1890 and 1900 was one of rapid expansion for the American 
colleges. The most important of them were then transformed into 
real universities. Now the conditions of university teaching require a 
far higher degree of specialization on the part of pupils and teachers 
than the old college did. The old college teacher—of whom the late 
Professor Garman was a striking example—had to teach the whole 
field of philosophy, and could not, therefore, avoid bringing his sub- 
ject into intimate relation with the various branches of science and 
life. The university teacher of logic, psychology, metaphysics, or 
even of ethics, as a rule feels no responsibility for the student’s total 
view of the universe. Few teachers in any department of a uni- 
versity have the time or courage to poach on another’s preserves, 
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and teachers of philosophy are especially timid about venturing into 
fields in which they are not specialists. Thus the old idea of phi- 
losophy as a kind of universal knowledge, so vigorously maintained 
by Paulsen, no longer finds any adherents. 

Now if we assume the possibility or desirability of philosophy in 
the old sense, 1. e., a working view of the universe and of man’s place 
in it, it is of course indispensable for the philosopher to be ac- 
quainted with the results and something of the procedure of the 
special sciences. But is this task really as impossible as our ex- 
cessively modest friends would have us believe? Are we prepared to 
accept the view that the work of the special sciences is of an esoteric 
nature which none but the initiated may comprehend? If they do 
have something to tell to the world at large, why may not the phi- 
losopher, if he takes the trouble, learn it as well as any one else? 
With the rapid expansion of the different sciences this task may 
seem impossible, and it is certainly a difficult one. Moreover it sub- 
jects the philosopher to the most perilous of all dangers, the danger 
of being considered a dilettante. But the wisdom of life seems to 
show that as much is lost by excessive timidity as by recklessness. 

The great strength of the new movement lies in the serious way 
in which it takes and applies the idea of philosophy as a science. 
Once we consistently adopt this ideal there is no doubt but that a 
good deal of what has always been regarded as philosophy must go 
overboard. But is it necessary to accept this ideal? So long as life 
is wider than knowledge, may not the task of the philosopher be dif- 
ferent from that of the scientist? There are undoubtedly many 
fields of philosophy, like logic, which are capable of being developed 
into strict sciences, and any progress in that direction is undoubtedly 
a great gain, but to admit this is not to admit that the whole of 
philosophy can be reduced to logic or epistemology, or to any science 
at all. 

The idea that philosophy may not be a science is so repugnant to 
professional philosophic teachers that it seems almost futile to main- 
tain such a thesis. The reasons for such repugnancy, however, are 
extraneous rather than essential. The wonderful achievements of 
science during the past one hundred years have thrown a glamour 
over the world itself so that even philosophers are not free from the 
allurements thereof. Moreover, every one who has to teach under- 
graduates is foreed to emphasize the certainty and definiteness of 
philosophic doctrines as against the vague and arbitrary opinions of 
untrained minds. One fact, however, must always prove a veritable 
thorn in the side of those who believe philosophy to be a science— 
and that is the fact that in spite of 2500 years of warfare, in spite 
of the fact that all methods have been tried—the mathematical by 
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Spinoza, the experimental by Hume, and so on,—there is still a com- 
plete absence of any consensus. There is no such thing as a definite 
philosophy which can be taught impersonally. There are still only 
philosophies of different schools, and the choice between them is 
largely a matter of vital or temperamental preference. 

This absence of any consensus has, of course, been only too 
obvious to the rest of the world, and those who maintain the scien- 
tific character of philosophy have had a hard time trying to mini- 
mize or explain away the fundamental differences of the different 
schools. From time to time, however, some conscientious person sug- 
gests the other alternative, viz., the construction of a philosophic 
platform which will bring into clearness the fundamental agree- 
ments. Thus it is hoped to usher in the philosophic millennium, 
when the idealistic lamb shall lie down beside the realistic wolf, or 
perhaps when some pragmatic tiger shall so have swallowed up all 
opposition that complete peace shall reign thereafter—at any rate, 
the swords of controversy shall be changed into the plowshares of 
empirical investigation. But the believers in philosophy as a science 
seem peculiarly unresponsive to this appeal. Like other Utopian 
ideals, it does not seem to have the potency to bring warring schools 
together, and the reign of complete peace among philosophers seems 
as far off as the reign of complete justice on earth, which Renan 
confidently tells us is at least 100,000 years off. 

No doubt there has always been controversy among scientists 
also, but those have been restricted to particular fields and have 
always been regarded as capable of being definitely decided one way 
or another, witness the heliocentric theory, natural selection, ete. 
Can philosophy show any such results? An attempt to formulate 
propositions to which all philosophers could subscribe would be 
devoid of genuine philosophic significance, for these propositions 
would have different connotations in the different schools. 

A few years ago Dr. Kate Gordon, in an article entitled ‘‘Meta- 
physics as a Branch of Art,’’* propounded the interesting thesis that 
art and metaphysics deal with general ideas, while science deals with 
particular facts—that the truths of art and of metaphysics are felt 
truths, but are not facts which have at any time been demonstrated 
(p. 365). In a subsequent controversy with Dr. Ewer, her challenge 
that he point out some respect in which metaphysics and science 
agree, remained unanswered. Now it is easy enough to deny her 
thesis by showing the inadequacy of her antithesis between particu- 
lar facts and general ideas. Well-developed sciences deal with gen- 
eral laws rather than with particular facts; and mathematics is as 
much a study of the implications of certain general ideas as a study 

*This JouRNAL, Vol. III., pp. 365 sq. 
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of particular facts. It is likewise easy to show that the fundamental 
motive for metaphysics is the same as that of pure science generally, 
viz., the desire to know the truth.’ Philosophy and science both 
agree in their desire to eliminate arbitrary opinion, in their insist- 
ence on method or system and on logical vigor or consistency, and in 
their effort to eliminate external authority, prejudice, personal in- 
terest and the like, in the consideration of what is true. 

At the same time a careful consideration of its history shows that, 
unlike science, philosophy has never been able entirely to dispense 
with pure speculation, nor has it been able entirely to eliminate the 
bias of temperament, and in these respects philosophy resembles a 
certain art, viz., the art of poetry and of reflective literature gener- 
ally. Actual scientific knowledge is too fragmentary to enable us to 
form a complete picture of the world to which we must react, and 
so imagination must be called in. Sometimes imagination and sci- 
ence work together, but often imagination does all the work and 
science is a silent spectator, as in the case of Fechner’s ‘‘Zend- 
Avesta.’ 

It has generally been assumed that of two opposing systems of 
philosophy, e. g., realism and idealism, one only can be true and one 
must be false; and so philosophers have been hopelessly divided on 
the question, which is the true one. The assumption back of this 
attitude is that philosophy is determinate knowledge which will not 
admit of variation. But is this assumption necessary? Can not two 
pictures of the same object both be true, in spite of radical differ- 
ences? The picture which the philosopher draws of the world is 
surely not one in which every stroke is necessitated by pure logic. 
A creative element is surely present in all great systems, and it does 
not seem possible that all sympathy or fundamental attitudes of will 
can be entirely eliminated from any human philosophy. The method 
of exposition which philosophers have adopted leads many to sup- 
pose that they are simply inquirers, that they have no interest in the 
conclusions at which they arrive, and that their primary concern is 
to follow their premises to their logical conclusions. But it is not 
impossible to think that the minds of philosophers sometimes act 
like those of other mortals, and that, having once been determined 
by diverse circumstances to adopt certain views, they then look for 
and naturally find reasons to justify these views. 

5 This last assertion may by many be regarded as a blatant platitude, but 
it is really an important truth which needs to be vigorously defended against 
those who would subordinate pure science to its practical applications, and 
metaphysics to theological and-ethical considerations. Whatever its origin, the 
passion for knowledge is with many natures as profound as the desire for 


material comfort, and the satisfaction of this passion as important as the 
invention of gasoline engines and other philosophically doubtful blessings. 
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There are a number of points in which the method of philoso- 
phers is precisely that of literary essayists of the type of St. Benre, 
Matthew Arnold, Stevenson, or Lowell. Both use examples to sug- 
gest or illustrate rather than to demonstrate. In science this would 
be called the fallacy of one example. In both literature and phi- 
losophy the temper of the lesser Napoleon, aut Cesar aut nullus, is 
very prominent. In science this might be called the ‘‘all or noth- 
ing’’ fallacy. Constant reservations and numerous qualifications 
destroy literary sweep, and take away the air of profundity from 
philosophic discussion. Some philosophers, notably Aristotle and 
St. Thomas, might perhaps be excepted from the last statement, 
but in spite of all our hankering after the epithet science, I can not 
see that we have been making much progress in this habit of self- 
control against the extravagance of generalization. Again, both 
literature and philosophy work by appealing to certain reigning 
idols. These idols came into vogue in different ways. They are sel- 
dom refuted or directly overthrown. Generally they are simply out- 
lived, or they do not survive the change of fashion. In the latter 
eighties or in the earlier nineties the term relation was a magic word 
to conjure with. It was brought into mode by Thomas Hill Green, 
and died a natural death with the eclipse of his influence. To-day if 
anything is characterized as experiential, functional, or dynamic, 
that is enough to allow it to pass all the watch-dogs of philosophic 
criticism, and to characterize anything as static is to consign it to the 
lowermost depths from which no power can rescue it. I am not 
anxious to bring down the wrath of the gods by questioning the all- 
sufficient potency of such terms as experience, evolution, ete.; but 
may I ask what progress would mathematical physics have made if 
every time one approached a problem of stresses, he were frightened 
off by the warning that he must not for a moment entertain that 
most heinous criminal, the static point of view? I humbly agree with 
those who claim that the static point of view is mechanical and life- 
less and, therefore, inapplicable to the entire universe, but I am 
quite sure that the dynamic point of view itself may be mechanical 
and lifeless. 

Lastly, literature and philosophy both allow past idols to be 
resurrected with a frequency which would be truly distressing to a 
sober scientist. If a philosophic theory is once ruled out of court, 
no one can tell when it will appear again. There is no doctrine of 
res adjudicata, or statute of limitations in metaphysics. Those of 
us who have been taught to read the Greek philosophers with a de- 
gree of care have always supposed that Plato had once for all and 
forever refuted the Protagorean doctrine of absolute relativism, 
and now Mr. Schiller with characteristic English conservatism wants 
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us to move the hands of the philosophic clock back a trifle of over 
2300 years. 

In thus pointing out certain respects in which philosophy re- 
sembles literature more than science, I do not mean, of course, to 
imply that it would be well for philosophy if it ceased to aim at 
scientific rigor. Let philosophy resolutely aim to be as scientific as 
possible, but let her not forget her strong kinship with literature. 

This brings us to a very practical query. It has always been as- 
sumed that the affiliations of the American Philosophical Associa- 
tion are with the American Association for the Advancement of Sci- 
ence. Now the latter body is predominantly an association of 
physical scientists, while the various social-science associations now 
meeting in New York form an entirely distinct group. Now if there 
is an iota of justice in the contention of this paper, the natural 
affiliations of philosophers should be as much if not more with the 
social as with the physical sciences. Has philosophy more affinity 
for chemistry than for political science? or are the methods of the 
philosopher more like those of the cytologist than of the sociologist ? 
Tradition would have us believe that the natural sciences are exact, 
that the social sciences are inexact, and that philosophy resembles 
the first group. But this is questionable from all its three ends. 

A philosophy which would recognize its kinship with literature 
and with the social sciences would be truly humanistic. It would aim 
to be scientific, but it would not be afraid to go beyond science just 
as life and conduct must go beyond knowledge. This, however, 
would be only a reassertion of the old ideal of philosophy as medi- 
ating between the lebensanschauung of literature and the social sci- 
ences, and the weltanschauung of the natural sciences. We may laugh 
at system building as much as we please, but some such ideal must 
be held up by somebody if the present anarchic tendency to over- 
specialization is to be controlled in the interests of sanity. If not, we 
shall soon have a condition in which every one is a specialist and no 
one can intelligently follow his neighbor,—a condition to which meet- 
ings of our mathematical societies are rapidly approximating. 

The above ideal of philosophy is also one which gives special sig- 
nificance to the teaching of it in our American colleges. It is in 
harmony with the recent reassertion of the old ideal of culture as the 
aim of college training, so vigorously put forth recently by both 
President Lowell and President Hadley. If the elective system is to 
be continued in any way, and if the college is to train men rather 
than entomologists or geometers, we need some integrating study that 
shall keep apace with and balance the progress of specialization. We 
have been too much afraid of the bugbear of dilettantism. Even in 
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science half a loaf is better than nothing at all, especially if the whole 
loaf is unattainable even to the specialist himself. 


Morris R. CouHEnN. 
COLLEGE OF THE CITy oF NEw YORK. 





THE PROBLEM OF TIME IN MODERN PHILOSOPHY * 


S is well known, Kant connected space with the external sense 
and time with the internal sense. In so doing he was giving 
an obvious expression of a point of view which had become or was 
becoming habitual with many philosophers. From that point of 
view the mind was not regarded as the product of conditions which 
antedated its own existence. In that case time could not readily be 
connected with the internal sense. The mind was regarded rather 
as the knower of a world which either passed before it or could be 
taken up into itself through synthetic processes. For purposes of 
record, knowledge of the world in any specific instance could be 
thought of as an event, and the synthesis as actually performed by 
an individual mind could be thought of as an occurrence in the his- 
tory of that mind. But judged metaphysically, the world known or 
synthetized was apparently implied as a datum logically given in its 
entirety before knowledge of it or synthesis of it could take place. 
A contrast between the temporal and the timeless was, thereby, 
defined. Any time span could mean only an amount of knowledge 
or of synthesis of a whole which, as a whole, is timeless. 
Illustrations of this general point of view and its metaphysical 
results are many. Take, for instance, these statements from Brad- 
ley’s ‘‘Appearance and Reality’’: ‘‘What is impossible is to con- 
struct absolute life in detail, to have the specific experience in which 
it consists,’’ and yet ‘‘we can form the general idea of an absolute 
experience in which phenomenal distinctions are merged, a whole 
become immediate at a higher stage without losing any of its rich- 
ness.’ Or take this from Royce’s ‘‘The World and the Indi- 
vidual’’: ‘‘Now, in time, I seek, as if it were far beyond me, that 
goal of my Selfhood, that complete expression of my will, which in 
God, and for God, my whole life at once possesses.’"* Such state- 
ments appear to be intelligible only if we regard the mind’s relation 
to reality as a sort of temporal approach to a timeless whole. As the 
expanding circles in a pool find their limits in the pool’s extent, 
Contributed to the discussion of the problem of time in its relation to 
present tendencies in philosophy, at the meeting of the American Philosophical 
Association, at New Haven, December 27-29, 1909. 
2 Op. cit., p. 160. 
*Op. cit., Vol. II., p. 150. 
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which, even as they expand, is itself fixed, so my experience or my 
mind, as it enlarges, finds its limits in an absolute experience or an 
absolute mind which, even now, while my enlargement proceeds, 
undergoes itself no expansion. 

This conception of the mind’s relation to reality has, in one form 
or another, motived the greater part of modern philosophy, set its 
problems, and provided their solutions. In so doing its achieve- 
ments and successes have been noteworthy. Their present philosoph- 
ical value has, however, become a matter of serious doubt largely 
because it is becoming less habitual among philosophers to think of 
the mind’s relation to reality after the manner of this suspected 
philosophy. Many, to-day, can think of the mind as reality’s knower 
only with difficulty. They can recognize that men have so thought 
of it and that some still so think. But they can not think that way 
for themselves and at the same time cherish the belief that they are 
thinking adequately, sanely, and truthfully. 

Let it be supposed that whatever those facts may be that we 
denominate ‘‘mind’’ or ‘‘experience,’’ they constitute with the rest 
of facts no distinction between knower and known, they form no 
widening circle in a shoreless pool, they form no incomplete will 
whose completeness they none the less imply; or let it be supposed 
that what we call knowledge is not a time span’s grasp of a reality 
which that span would envisage as a whole—then the philosophy of 
the absolute, its motive, its problems, and its solutions appear 
strange and artificial. To put the matter in positive terms—let 
knowledge be conceived to be a natural event like a storm or an 
earthquake, then the only problems of knowledge as knowledge 
which we can have are those that are involved in its definition and 
in seeking its natural antecedents and its natural consequences. 
There can be no more of a problem of the relation of knowledge to 
reality than there can be of the relation of a storm to reality; but 
there can be problems of what knowledge is and what precedes and 
follows it just as there can be problems of what an earthquake is 
and what precedes and follows it. Such problems will hardly carry 
us to the absorption of time in eternity or lead us to conceive, how- 
ever inadequately, of a whole become immediate at a higher stage 
without losing any of its richness. 

The oppositions which current studies in philosophy present, I 
take, therefore, to be radical and far-reaching. Controversies are no 
longer about methods and results, but about initial facts and points 
of departure. But points of departure can not be set down as 
merely arbitrary and unmotived assumptions. Nor can they be 
justly regarded as convenient hypotheses whose claim to acceptance 
or recognition resides in the facility with which they can be used. 
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They are rather to be regarded as simplifications of those more gen- 
eral conceptions which the significant achievements of knowledge 
lead us to entertain. What we call our view of the world is by no 
means simply the outcome of our philosophy: it is equally the pic- 
ture of things which we naturally form as a result of the significant 
deliverances of knowledge in the concrete. It is necessary, therefore, 
to place points of view in that more general setting of which they 
are simplifications. 

What then is the general setting which motives the assumptions 
of that philosophy which can regard experience as a time span 
within a timeless whole? The question may be answered by an 
examination of the philosophies themselves. The examination 
would, I think, reveal that the general setting is that afforded by 
Newtonian physics and the astronomical achievements of such men 
as Copernicus and Laplace. Upon the background furnished by 
such a setting is reflected such diverse things as Kant’s ‘‘Kritik der 
Reinen Vernunft’’ and Addison’s hymn, ‘‘The spacious firmament 
on high.’’ Indeed that background constituted the general and con- 
trolling world view for several centuries. Men viewed the world as 
through a telescope, and philosophy took its departure from such a 
view simplified and reduced to terms of a mind and its object. As 
the eye at the telescope watched for some portion of the heavens to 
swing within its field of vision, so the mind watched for reality to 
appear within the limits of experience. 

How little other sciences besides astronomy and physics con- 
tributed to shape the general view of the world in most men’s minds 
is seen as late as 1872 in the reception accorded Emil du Bois-Rey- 
mond’s sensational address at Leipzig, ‘‘Ueber die Grenzen des 
Naturerkennens.’’ The copy I have of that address is of the seventh 
edition of 1891, and by that time it had been translated into Eng- 
lish, French, Italian, and Servian! It is well known that that 
address elevated astronomy to the ideal of knowledge and that it 
pictured the limits of knowledge attainable by even a finite mind 
in terms of a mind to which, in the words of d’Alembert, ‘‘the 
whole world would be one single fact and one great truth.”’ 

Now such a general view of the world appears to be one where 
space conceptions dominate time conceptions. It is the world ‘‘as 
all there,’’ so to speak, which has captured the imagination: a world 
as a totality which may admit certain internal changes in the rela- 
tions of its elements to one another, but which, as a whole, is for- 
ever and permanently ‘‘there’’ ‘‘where.’’ Such a view makes my 
present experience, my time span, a given presence of the whole, a 
given ‘‘hereness’’ of it. Such a view makes it natural for Kant to 
affirm, ‘‘that, in order to know that there is something permanent, 
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which corresponds to the conception of substance, and thus to prove 
the objective reality of the conception, we must have the perception 
of that which is in space, in other words, the perception of matter; 
for only space has in it anything permanent, whereas time, and 
therefore all that exists in the inner sense, is in perpetual flux.’ 

In short, then, I take it, that the philosophy of the eternal and 
the absolute is a philosophy which flourishes where the picture men 
naturally form of the world is an astronomical or spatial picture. 
There is the world; here is the mind. There is the outward; here 
is the inward. There is the external meaning of ideas; here is their 
internal meaning. There is the object; here is the subject. There 
is all possible experience; here is my actual and incomplete experi- 
nece. ‘‘There’’ and ‘‘here’’ is the basal contrast; and as ‘‘here”’ 
is ‘‘now,’’ time is genuine, but it is never ‘‘there,’’ for if it were, 
all would be ‘‘here’’ and ‘‘now.’’ 

The picture of the world which the notable achievements of 
knowledge lead us to form to-day is the picture of a world in the 
making, an incomplete and unfinished world, a world which has had 
a past and will have a future. It is almost needless to say that this 
picture is formed under the controlling influence of biological and 
evolutionary conceptions. It is the picture of the world as a thing 
with a history. And this history discloses not the possible successive 
arrangements or relations of the elements of one vast whole which is 
always there, but, if we may speak of a whole at all, it discloses that 
whole as itself changing and growing, as a thing which could never 
be grasped by any mind as one single fact and one great truth. The 
possibility of permanence in the world is not space, as with Kant, 
but time, for we can say of things that the place which knew them 
knows them no more. Only that is permanent which lasts, but space 
held much which it holds no longer. Thus time tends to become as 
dominant and controlling a factor in our thinking as space was for- 
merly. It is Darwin’s picture which tends to replace that of Newton. 

A warning should doubtless be sounded lest philosophers, with 
their imaginations fired by the more recent vision, should forget that 
there is the spacious firmament on high, lest they should exalt the 
world’s ceaseless flux, but neglect its stable factors. Yet, even so, 
it needs little wit to see that the newer vision means a radical trans- 
formation of philosophy. Most radical, I think, is the transforma- 
tion likely to be wrought in our conception of thought and its rela- 
tion to the rest of things. It seems to me very difficult for one to 
believe that consciousness is an event in the world’s history and still 
hope to understand that event, still hope to throw light on the rela- 
tion of thought to the rest of things, if he follows the traditional 


*Watson’s “ Selections,” p. 127. 
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lines of modern epistemology and psychology. How can one longer 
deal with the old antitheses between the ego and the non-ego, subject 
and object, the mind and the world, thought and reality, ideas and 
things, the internal and the external, if one is genuinely convinced 
that sense organs, a nervous system, and exciting stimuli must first 
be produced before thinking can occur? I am well aware of the 
obvious rejoinder at this point, namely, that we can know nothing 
about sense organs and the rest except as they are given in our 
experience. But the rejoinder most successfully misses the point. 
For what is to be our attitude of the insistent lesson of our experi- 
ence of things is that experience itself is a happening? How can I 
take the necessity I am under of experiencing things in order to have 
knowledge of them as the fundamental fact in my philosophy, if the 
knowledge I thus acquire reveals my experience of things as an event 
in their history? There are many who can not. Those who can not, 
believe that whatever problems consciousness, knowledge, and expe- 
rience present, they must be handled from a point of view radically 
different from that which has quite generally prevailed since the 
time of Locke. The eye at the telescope serves them no longer as 
a figure. 

The historical point of view is significant not only as a new point 
of departure, but also because it tends to discredit many of those 
problems of philosophy that have often been regarded as persistent. 
From among them I select for illustration the problem, How can 
experience give us knowledge of reality? Now, if experience is an 
event which happens to nature in the course of her history, if it is 
an event in her life, so to speak, how can we define a distinction 
between reality and experience which would give us an important 
and vital philosophical problem? In other words, does the event 
we call experience point to anything besides its antecedents and its 
consequences? Is there anything in the situation which should lead 
us to suppose that besides a reference to its antecedents and its con- 
sequences, experience has also another reference, to something which 
is neither an antecedent nor a consequence, but something which we 
may regard as the reality which experience represents or which some- 
how appears in experience? I venture still another form of the 
same question. If the pointings of experience are temporal, to the 
past and to the future, but not spatial, to an outside or an other, 
or to something at right angles with itself, what philosophical prob- 
lem of reality as opposed to experience can we scare into being? 
Surely such questions make such a problem look queer and artificial. 
Again, if we can discover no genuine antithesis between reality and 
experience, there remains no compulsion to conclude that what pre- 
cedes and follows experience is itself also experience or at best a 
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picture painted only in the colors of experience. For experience 
discloses the history and connections of its own facts. To ask, there- 
fore, whether these facts actually had this history or do have these 
connections, is simply to ask in general form such questions as these: 
Did the cave bear live before man? or Does the Atlantic Ocean lie 
between Europe and America? In brief, experience is a natural 
event; it is not a representation of nature. 

If experience provokes no problem of reality as opposed to itself, 
it would appear that metaphysics discovers its own problems not in 
epistemology, but in those bodies of specific knowledge which result 
from our study of the nature and behavior of definite things. Its 
procedure becomes experimental, inductive, and objective. As I 
have elsewhere discussed the general aspects of this view, I content 
myself here with a single illustration.” A metaphysician may ask, 
Is chance real? But what does he mean by ‘‘real’’? That little 
word has made his question interesting, but it has not made it a 
metaphysical question. If it had, he must first discover what it is 
to be real. But how can he make that discovery, if every fact, every 
event, every distinction, every connection, every relation—every- 
thing, in short—which he wishes to investigate brutally forces upon 
him the problem of its own reality? If, however, the word ‘‘real’’ 
provokes no metaphysical contrast, the metaphysician will ask, What 
is chance? When is it found? How does it operate? But he must 
first have chance to investigate before he can investigate it. And if 
he has chance as a problem, he will never have a metaphysical prob- 
lem of its reality. For, I repeat, the moment we are convinced that 
experience creates no philosophical distinction between itself and 
reality, the adjective ‘‘real’’ takes a modest position among all other 
adjectives; it ceases to be the metaphysical adjective par excellence. 

I have, in the foregoing, indicated what appears to me to be a 
fundamental contrast in current philosophical controversies, and 
attempted to put that contrast in its general setting and to suggest 
some of its possibilities. If I have made myself clear, I think it must 
be apparent that time itself, in the light of what has been said, does 
not present a unique problem. It may present difficult and intricate 
problems, but it does not present a problem which can be regarded 
philosophically as different in kind from any other problem whatso- 
ever. It may, however, be made to present specious problems like 
the problem of the specious present, but these tend to disappear, 
I am convinced, when time is taken as a given subject of inquiry and 
not as a mystery to be explained. If experience is a natural event 
with antecedents and consequences, it is itself a time affair, a thing 
with a past and a future. If, further, consciousness and knowledge 

5“ Tecture on Metaphysics,” Columbia University Press. 
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are bound up with experience, I find no more difficulty in admitting 
consciousness and knowledge of time than I have in admitting 
consciousness and knowledge of anything else. Things are all in 
the same boat when it comes to that. But I do find a problem in so 
defining consciousness that provision may be made for the fact that 
things sail into it and out again without any break in the continuity 
of their being. To affirm that the definition must be such as to pro- 
vide also for the occurrence of consciousness itself as a temporal 
event, may seem to some like affirming a paradox, but it appears to 
me to be an affirmation based upon the conviction that the bodies of 
knowledge we build up from our study of things are knowledge of 
the kind of world in which we live. These bodies of knowledge may 
be enlarged, or improved, or greatly changed, but it appears to me 
to be unsound to suppose that they can be enlarged or improved or 
changed by thinking that they necessarily involve a metaphysical 
distinction between time and eternity or between appearance and 
reality? Furthermore, a metaphysics which can be regarded as true 
no matter what truths the special sciences contain, appears to me to 
be interesting, but inadequate. 


FREDERICK J. E. WOODBRIDGE. 
CoLUMBIA UNIVERSITY. 





REVIEWS AND ABSTRACTS OF LITERATURE 


Nature and Causation of the Galvanic Phenomenon. Borts Siis, Ph.D., 
M.D., and Louis Netson, M.A., M.D. Psychological Review, March, 
1910. 

Mental and physical conditions express themselves in various objective 
ways. The nature of the breathing, circulation, secretion of glands, etc., 
changes with alterations in the physical and mental states. Psychologists 
have found that along with other changes there are certain electrical 
phenomena. 

Féré, Vigoroux, Jung, Peterson, Riekher, Veraguth, and others who 
have not reported their results, experimented with the galvanic phenom- 
enon. Its source has been ascribed to various causes. These are reviewed 
in the article here reported on. 

According to a former article, by Boris and Kalmus, they have affirmed 
the fact of the galvanic phenomenon in relation to certain psycho- 
physiological states and claim to have been able to exclude disturbances 
caused by contact effects, skin changes, and circulation. The experi- 
ments indicate that what may be called galvanic reactions do not depend 
on lowered resistance either bodily or cutaneous as a resultant of psycho- 
physiological processes, as other writers have suggested. Resistance, as a 
factor, was excluded and the phenomenon still was present as a function 
of an electromotive force set up by external and internal resistances. 
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In these experiments, NaCl solution electrodes on definite areas were 
used. Batteries were entirely excluded in this and subsequent work. 

The experiments by Sidis and Nelson were carried on by means of 
platinum hypodermic electrodes inserted in various parts of the bodies of 
live rabbits. The galvanic deflections were read by means of a D’Arsonval 
galvanometer sensible to 225 megohms. The experimenters found that 
deflections were not caused by purely ideational processes. The galvanic 
reactions show themselves as a result of the electromotive-force-variations 
caused by muscular phenomena due to contraction, stretching, or straining. 

The muscular activity may be the result of various influences, psychic, 
sensory, physiological, chemical, thermal, electrical, or mechanical. The 
muscles in the circuit contribute most of the electromotive force. These 
muscles may be voluntary or involuntary. 

This, I think, summarizes briefly the work that has been carried on 
by Dr. Sidis. It is evident that many complicating factors must be con- 
sidered. Electrical phenomena present themselves in so many situations. 
The measurements of galvanic deflections must be delicately done, in fact 
so delicately that other measurements will probably yield more practical 
results for the psychologists. The methods used in the last experiments 
could not well be applied to human subjects. Cruder or less detailed 
methods would involve many vitiating complications. The pain and dis- 
turbances caused by hypodermic electrodes in themselves would be objec- 
tionable in trying to get at central influences. 

J. V. BreiTwieser. 

CoLUMBIA UNIVERSITY. 





JOURNALS AND NEW BOOKS 


ARCHIV FUR SYSTEMATISCHE PHILOSOPHIE. Band XV.,, 
Heft 4. November, 1909. Identitat und Wirklichkeit (pp. 433-439): 
A. BerKowitTz.—E. Meyerson’s Identité et réalité is highly instructive 
as a self-consistent “ philosophy of sciences ” combating modern positivism 
and is invaluable as a contribution to the history of sciences. A German 
translation is desirable. Le “sentiment intérieur” et son réle dans la 
psychologie de Lamarck (pp. 440-468): H. G. Morgav.-—It is to be re- 
gretted that unlike biologists the philosophers have neglected Lamarck 
who anticipated Comte. The entire third part of his philosophie zoolo- 
gique treats of psychology as a branch of biology. Life, sensation, 
thought is predicable of organized matter; intelligent action characteristic 
of the higher stages of life is the outcome of the “ inner sense” (the sense 
of existence), this accompaniment of a developed nervous system. Die 
sogenannte Ideenlehre des Muammar + 850 (pp. 469-484): M. Horren. 
— Arabian sources show that Muammar was a naive realist. Thus, con- 
trary to S. Horovitz’s assertions, his ideology has nothing in common 
with Plato’s Ideas. Der Gegenstand der Erkenntnis (pp. 485-522): P. 
Scuwartzkoprr.-— Since Kant the subject-matter of cognition has been 
the focus of epistemology and the pivot of metaphysics. Now, is this 
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subject-matter the extra-subjective thing-in-itself or both subject and 
object or “immanent moments” of cognition as Bullaty would have it? 
By reductio ad absurdum this immanence-theory is readily met, thus: 
If objectness be not real but mere immanence of cognition, then cognition 
itself is mere “ fiction.” Die Welt der Natur- und Geisteswissenschaften, 
die Metaphysik und die Philosophie (a chapter from a work soon to 
appear in print) (pp. 523-542): M. BAr-Kuppenserc.-In its quest for 
the raw substance positivism soon became overwhelmed by the material 
and pronounced its own forced possitivity on abstinence, virtue of philos- 
ophy in general. It must be emphasized that the goal of philosophy is 
not the transcendentally causal but the synthetically telic unity. Uber 
Personlichkeitsbewertung (pp. 548-554): H. Gomprrz.—The theory of 
values must add to the logical, ethical, and esthetic also the personalistic 
values. Now-a-days we find the personality valued as such; e. g., Fichte, 
regardless of the absurdities of his Wissenschaftslehre, is personalistically 
esteemed a greater thinker than the author of an accepted text-book. 
Der Wille. Kin Beitrag zur Religionsphilosophie (pp. 555-562): F. L. 
DencKMANN. — The will-power is the concomitant of cell aggregates in the 
human brain. Man’s conduct, his exercise of religion (as taught by 
Christ) is based on the training of the will which is not free but capable 
of freeing itself from all that is morally negative. Der VII. socialogische 
Kongress in Bern vom 20 bis 24 Juli 1909 (pp. 563-570). Stein, Ostwald, 
Roberty, and others discuss the main theme, Solidaritat. Die neuesten 
Erscheinungen. 


ARCHIV FUR SYSTEMATISCHE PHILOSOPHIE. Band XVI, 
Heft 1. February, 1910. Die Ideenlehre im modernern Gewande (pp. 
1-13): O. Procunow. —Schopenhauer’s “ Will” objectivating the thing- 
in-itself into the real world, Remke’s dominants determining the direction 
of organic growth and of energy transformations, Hartmann’s Superforces 
and the unconscious soul, they all are lineal descendants of Plato’s Ideas. 
Ethische Betrachtungen (pp. 14-19): G. WENDEL. — A scientific system of 
ethics must be based on the fundamental distinction between the good 
and the moral in human actions. The former, an intellectual judgment 
attained through the evaluation of things, serves as a “regulative” 
maxim, the latter is purely subjective. Zur Wissenschaft des Spinozismus 
(pp. 20-41): E. Rarr.-—Spinoza’s pantheism is at bottom a monismus 
materialesatus; his substance as related to infinite space and time is noth- 
ing but matter. Also the ego becomes ultimately mere appearance of 
the absolute substance. And the two shortcomings of pantheism pointed 
out by Jacobi and Wolff again emerge in the contradiction that (a) the 
apodicticity of the ego-consciousness and (b) the abstract teleology no- 
where admit of a conceptual resolution into the immanency, all in being, 
becoming, and thinking. Die Philosophie meines Vaters (pp. 42-71): 
V. Stern. —- Philosophy hinges on the two problems of being and ethics; 
to them are devoted Stern’s works, Philosophischer und naturwissen- 
schaftlicher Monismus and Gesetze der Physik und Ethik. The one 
seeks to supplement Kant, deriving the contradictory world of appear- 
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ances from the uncontradictory Sein-an-sich. Unlike Spinoza’s pan- 
theism Stern’s is strictly positive: all is. His other work bases ethics on 
the evolutionary principles of differentiation, adaptation, ete. Les quatre 
régles inexactes du syllogism (pp. 72-78): L. M. Bruuia.- Heedless of 
Duns Scot’s and Rosmini’s corrections of the syllogism, the logicians 
still cling to Aristotle, and its four rules must again be corrected. 
Rule I.: Utroque si premissa neget, nihil inde sequitur, save when 
there are in all three terms with a definite middle term. A like correc- 
tion applies to Rule II.: Nil sequitur geminis et particularibus unquam. 
Rule III.: Aut semel aut iterum medius generaliter esto,—not necessarily. 
Rule IV.: Pejorem sequitur semper conclusio partum, is inexact; one of 
the premisses may be negative and the conclusion still positive. Die 
Psychogenesis der Philosophie und der Erkenntniswert der Mystik (pp. 
79-92): L. PonoriLues. — Mysticism, the opposite pole of science, is the 
expression of the unknown, and yet philosophy, the mother of science, is 
but a differentiation from mysticism. This genesis is shown by the works 
of K. Joél, Der Ursprung der Naturphilosophie aus dem Geiste der 
Mystik, and of W. Shultz, Studien zur antiken Kultur. Das Problem 
der Form in der Ethik (pp. 98-120): Gertrup Kitut-Ciaassen. — The con- 
fusion of the two domains, of Sein and Sollen, has been removed by 
Marie Louise Euckendorff’s book, Vom Sein und vom Haben der Seele 
whose dictum is, Thou shalt —thou shalt be, a unique principle of moral 
judgments for the individual, who as a particular is but a relation, a 
form actuated by synthesis with the overindividual in the consciousness 
of worth. Kant und Wundt iiber Metaphysik (pp. 121-141): H. Ro- 
mMuNDT.— The colossal work of Kant was regarded by himself as a pro- 
pedeutie to a scientific metaphysic, while Wundt, in his Systematische 
Philosophische declares metaphysics “an obscure and avowedly useless 
science.” It must be surmised that owing to Kant’s difficult discourse 
Wundt has failed to grasp the essence of the critical philosophy. Defini- 
tionsgleichheit und symbolische Gleichheit (pp. 142-144): O. Neurorn. — 
For the sake of clearness in the logical calculus, there should be 
distinguished three cases of equality illustrated thus: I., equality: 
(a+ b)(a— b) =a’ — 0b’; IL., definition equality: a+a---+a=ab; 
III., symbolic equality: >\/a= a}. Preisaufgabe (p. 145). The fourth 
competition by the Kant-Gesellschaft. Subject, Das Rectsgefiihl, ete. 
Die neuesten Erscheinungen. 


Alain, Les Cent-un Propos. 2° Série. Paris: Edouard Cornély & Cie. 
1910. Pp. 240. 3.50 fr. 

Appleton, L. Estelle. A Comparative Study of the Play Activities of 
Adult Savages and Civilized Children. Chicago: University Press. 
1910. Pp. vii+94. $.54. 


Bjorklund, Gustaf. Death and Resurrection. Translated from Swedish 
by J. E. Freis. Chicago: The Open Court Publishing Co. London: 
Kegan Paul, Trench, Trubner & Co. 1910. Pp. xix+204. $1.00. 


Greenwood, M. Physiology of the Special Senses. London: Edward 
Arnold. 1910. Pp. vii+239. 8s. 6d. 
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NOTES AND NEWS 


“On Friday and Saturday last, June 24 and 25, joint meetings of the 
Aristotelian Society, the British Psychological Society, and the Mind 
Association were held at 22 Albemarle Street, London, at which subjects 
of wide philosophical and psychological importance were discussed before 
large and interested audiences, The discussions were based upon papers 
previously printed and circulated among the members of the several socie- 
ties. On Friday afternoon the problem of “Instinct and Intelligence ” 
was considered on the basis of papers by Messrs. C. S. Myers, C. Lloyd 
Morgan, H. Wildon Carr, G. F. Stout, and Wm. McDougall; Saturday 
morning was devoted to the discussion of the question, ‘ Are Secondary 
Qualities Independent of Perception?’ on the basis of papers by Messrs. 
T. Perey Nunn and F. C. S. Schiller; and the congress was brought to a 
close on Saturday afternoon with papers on the nature and development 
of attention, by Mr. G. Dawes Hicks; the ‘faculty’ doctrine: outline of 
some experiments on school children in relation to this doctrine, by Mr. 
W. H. Winch; and some observations on the esthetic appreciation of 
colour combinations, by Mr. E. Bullough. 


“The societies dined together at the Criterion Restaurant on Friday 
evening, Professor W. R. Sorley being in the chair. In the course of the 
after-dinner speeches the important suggestion was made by Professor S. 
Alexander, and accepted with acclamation by the company, that the 
Aristotelian Society should strive to become the representative society of 
English philosophers, much as the Chemical Society, the Physical Society, 
&c., represent English science in those subjects.” 

The above comprises the introductory and concluding paragraphs of an 
account in Nature of June 30 by Mr. William Brown, of the University 
of London, of the proceedings of the meetings above mentioned. Mr. 
Brown’s report includes very careful and detailed summaries of the 
various papers presented. 

Proressor J. H. Creicuton, of Cornell University, has been granted 
leave of absence for the coming year. His place will be supplied by 
Professor G. H. Sabine, of Stanford University. Professor A. W. Moore, 
of the University of Chicago, will replace Professor Creighton at Stan- 
ford University during the second semester. 

Tue Fourth International Congress of Philosophy will be held at 
Bologna during the Easter holidays, 1911, under the presidency of F. 
Enriques. Professor E. Durkheim has proposed a discussion of “ Judg- 
ments of Value and Judgments of Fact.” 


Proressor J. Mark BALpDwIn has been elected corresponding member 
of the philosophical section of the French Academy of Moral and Political 
Sciences, to succeed Professor William James, recently elected foreign 
associate. 








